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March 7, 2013

VIA E-MAIL

Mr. Todd Parfitt, Director

Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WYDEQ)
122 West 25th Street, Herschler Building

Cheyenne, WY 82002

E-mail: Todd.parfitt@wyo.gov

Re: Encana’s Response to Letter of February 11,2013 from WYDEQ’s Water Quality
Division (WQD) to Wyoming Oil and Gas Conservation Commission (WOGCC)

Dear Director Parfitt:

[ am writing on behalf of Encana Oil & Gas (USA) Inc. (Encana). We received the letter that
James P. O’Connor of the WQD sent to Ms. Janie Nelson at the WOGCC on February 11, 2013.
In its letter, the WQD raised several issues and questions concerning Encana’s aquifer exemption
application and presentation to the WOGCC at hearing on January 8, 2013, as well as the
WOGCC’s order granting Encana’s application on the same date. WOGCC Docket No. 3-2013.
We are writing to respond to the issues and questions raised by the WQD.

We appreciated the opportunity to discuss these issues with you, Mr. O’Connor and other
WYDEQ representatives on February 27, 2013. Based on the information we discussed and the
responses in this letter, we respectfully request that the WYDEQ withdraw the objection to the
WOGCC’s order in Docket No. 3-2013, as stated at the end of the second paragraph in the
WQD’s letter of February 11. We are planning to present Encana’s responses to the questions
and issues raised by the WQD, and to questions raised by the US EPA, at the WOGCC'’s hearing
on March 12, 2013. ’

The WQD raised seven issues in its letter. We will address each issue individually.

1. In the last paragraph on page 1 of its letter, the WQD wrote that it views a
water supply well completed by the Wyoming Water Development
Commission (WWDC) for the city of Gillette as a “useful comparison” to the
disposal well project that Encana presented to the WOGCC. We believe that
the WQD was attempting to compare the economics of the two projects.

We disagree that the Gillette’s current subsurface water supply and plan outlined in the Gillette
Regional Master Plan Level I is comparable to the project Encana presented to the WOGCC at
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hearing on January 8, 2013. A comparison between the Gillette Regional Master Plan Level I
study and the Marlin 29-21 WDW demonstrates that the two projects are completely different:

Gillette  Marlin 29-21 WDW

Drilling depth (ft) 3,000 15,000

Formation thickness (ft) 600* 300 Estimate between drilled and casing depth
Distance to pump station (miles) 0.6 45 '

Static water level (ft) 400 Surface

TDS (mg/1) 600 1,000

Existing yield (gpm) 8,725 330* Estimate

Potential yield (gpm) 12,870 1,100* 3 wells

This data demonstrates that the differences between the Gillette water project and the Marlin 29-
21 WDW. In order for yields at the location of the Marlin 29-21 WDW to be comparable to the
estimates associated with the Gillette water project there would need to be more than a tenfold
increase at the Marlin location. In other words, the costs associated with delivering the same
yields would increase more than ten times.

In addition to project comparison, we should also consider the costs to water consumers. Encana
presented evidence to the WOGCC that development of water at the Marlin 29-21 WDW
location to meet the needs of the City of Riverton would escalate existing customer costs by 24 5
times from $2.24 per gallon to $54.90 per gallon:
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Encana Exhibit E-9 (presented to WOGCC on January 8, 2013).!

! Encana is reproducing several exhibits that it presented to the WOGCC at hearing on January 8,
2013, and which were admitted as exhibits at the hearing. For a full understanding of Encana’s
presentation to the WOGCC, the reader should review the transcript and complete exhibits from

the hearing.
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As Encana described in detail at the hearing before the WOGCC on January 8, 2013, the specific
water needs of the closest and largest municipality, the City of Riverton, are currently met and
there is not a projected growth need in the foreseeable future. This is distinguishable from the
water needs in Gillette. Specifically, Riverton’s Director of Public Service recognized: “The City
of Riverton anticipates slow, but steady growth for the next 25 years averaging about 2%
annually. Our master planning efforts lead us to believe that the water currently available for our
use from the Wind River Sands (ground water) and the Big Wind River (surface water) to be
adequate for our projected growth.” The Director of Public Service’s complete letter, Exhibit E-
11 at the hearing before the WOGCC, is reproduced below:

City of Riverton
R = =

December 14, 2012

Righard 1. Vine, PE
Allen & Crouch

46 Iiver Cross Road
Casper, WY 82602

RE:  Foture Water Supply

Blezr Mr. Vine:

It swas & pleasus to visit with you the ofhor duy regarding the potantisl voe of water belng
penerated from S Mogets Divide profect, The ity of Rivesion believes Sl muoess o
water will beoare ons of the drivisg econdinie issues of fhs next Fevr decades in the arid
Rocky Mourtain West, While the possibility of water being produced from the off sl
gas operations af the Mopets Divide project is intriguing, & aapees i not be

i veatly vishie, Cumently the Cily of R produces water Tor domestic ez el 2
rate ol 8145 por thousand gallons foonual :E;T;C‘ZL -4
il wamsporting water frosm the Moneta Divide
uzand gallons, Nesdiess o . oice you ndd cn
s e} capidal vy nats, e
i else fo drink prier to paying that ame

cost approninetely
L sl
robably fiad

depue

SO

“The City.of Riverton enticipates slow, but steady growth for the next 13 years averaging .
shont 204 angually, Our master plasning offores lead us to beliove thal the water

oumvently avaitable for our use from the Wind River Sands (ground water) and the Dig

Wind River (surface water) to be adeguute for our profected growth, Riverton alzs looks

forward o the development of the Moneta Divide project and enticipate that our sesiden

and businesses will baan integral paet of that development. We will of course abways be

interested in additiona! water suppiies but the distance and coonomic kusdies related w

yaur peaieel make e use of et water not coonpmisally fmsible.

Thank vou for your inguiries regording i matter and good Jusk with the projest. The
CHy of Biverton looks forward fo the poditive bupacts of your offord.

Sincerely, i
Mﬂ " E§‘ § ﬁ)/{\i} .................................

Willizm Uibighkit
Dirsctor of Public Services
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Finally, and perhaps most significantly, at the conclusion of the January 8 hearing, the WOGCC
specifically addressed and rejected the WQD’s comparison between the Gillette water project
and Encana’s proposal. During the Commission’s deliberations before voting to approve
Encana’s application, Acting Chairman Ryan Lance explained that he spoke with the Water
Development office and he recognized key differences between the Gillette project and Encana’s
proposal:

In terms of my view of it, | guess my most recent example
of really expensive water wells is in the context of the Madison
production up in the northeast corner of the state, where we do
have increased demand for water and we have no other real
sources given the perforations in the Fort Union and the rest. And
according to discussions with the Water Development office, those
wells were done at a cost of $5 million per well, two wells, and the
depth that they were drilled to was 3,000 feet into the Madison.

But the situational differences there are quite profound
compared to what we see here, where you don't have any explosive
population growth or increased demand on water. You have other,
according to the letter from the Riverton folks, surface and
groundwater opportunities [Chairman Lance referring to Encana
Exhibit #E-11, reproduced above]. And you even have other
opportunities, as has been testified to here, to perforate the
Madison in the general vicinity of where we're at a quarter of a
mile or even 4 miles away and still have the lion's share of billions
of barrels of water available for domestic use.

WOGCC Hearing Transcript at 146-147.

The WQD wrote on page 2 of its letter that “additional analysis including the use of the Madison
as a source of drinking water for local communities (Shoshoni, Lysite) may also show favorable
determinations of economic and technological impracticality.” Encana researched the current
water use and population estimates for Shoshoni and given the town’s proximity to the Boysen
Reservoir, concluded that the Madison formation in the Marlin 29-21 WDW is economically and
- technologically impractical to be used as a water source for Shoshoni. Please see the letter from
Encana’s engineering witness, Mr. Rick Vine, to WOGCC staff, dated March 1, 2012 (attached
hereto as Exhibit A).

The Town of Lysite, while closer in proximity to the Marlin well than Shoshoni, has a current
(2012) population of 94. Lysite’s water supply in 2006 was based on individual wells with good
to poor quality. The recommended supply was shallow (3507) to deep (1,200”) wells near the
town. Total cost was estimated at $929,800. See Wyoming Water Development Commission,
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Lysite Water Supply Level 1 Study (Feb. 2006), available at: http://library.wrds.uwyo.edu/
wwdcrept/Lysite/Lysite-Water_Supply_Level _I_Study-Executive_Summary-2006.pdf and
http://library.wrds.uwyo.edu/ wwdcrept/Lysite/Lysite-Water_Supply_Level_I_Study-
Final Report-2006.pdf (last visited March 7, 2013).

2 In the first full paragraph on page 2 of the letter, the WQD suggested that
potential water production from the Madison Formation in the location of
the Marlin 29-21 WDW should be analyzed for irrigation, stock and
industrial purposes.

The Clear Creek Cattle Company runs livestock in the area adjacent to the area around the
Marlin 29-21 WDW. Mr. Robert L. Hendry, President of Clear Creek, has provided a succinct
response to the WQD’s questions about using the Marlin 29-21 WDW for agricultural purposes.
(Please see Mr. Hendry’s letter, attached hereto as Exhibit B.)

In addition to Mr. Hendry’s comments, Encana notes that its treatment plans for water produced
from the Fort Union formation will provide an alternative supply of water for irrigation, stock
and potential industrial purposes. That treatment is expected to render water that is comparable
from a TDS standpoint to water in the Boysen Reservoir (~ 300 mg/l). This treatment plan is part
of Encana’s overall development plans for the area. Please see Trihydro’s Analysis of the water
resources within the general area of the Marlin 29-21 wellbore, attached as Exhibit C.

X The WQD questioned whether Encana met the requirements of Chapter 4,
Section 12(a)(iii) of the WOGCC’s Rules (second and third full paragraph on
page 2 of the letter). The WQD recognized that Encana filed its application
with the WOGCC under Chapter 2, Section 12(a)(ii), but wrote: “If Encana
is choosing to modify the application to include §12(a)(iii) as a basis then
appropriate documentation . . . should be included.”

Encana does not intend to modify the application that the WOGCC approved on January 8, 2013.
The application was filed pursuant to the proper WOGCC rule, and the WOGCC granted
Encana’s application pursuant to the proper WOGCC rule.

Chapter 2, Section 12(a)(ii) authorizes the WOGCC to grant an aquifer exemption when the
WOGCC finds after hearing that the aquifer:

... is situated at a depth or location which makes recovery of fresh
and potable water economically or technologically impractical.

Section 12(a)(ii) provides an independent basis for the WOGCC’s aquifer exemption decision.
The various subsections 12(a)(i) through 12(a)(v) are separated by an “or.” The
economic/technological impracticality criteria is independent from the other criteria including
the contamination criteria in subsection 12(a)(iii) cited by the WQD.
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During the January 8 hearing before the WOGCC, Encana made clear that it was providing water
quality evidence to support the position that use of the Marlin 29-21 WDW as a water production
well was both economically and technologically impractical. Encana’s evidence showed that
there were numerous parameters that exceed Secondary Drinking Water Standards, that
hydrocarbons were present in the samples, and that after more than 30 days of swabbing and
sampling, Benzene still showed values at or above the Secondary Drinking Water Standard.
Those factors were summarized in Encana’s Exhibit H-10, reproduced below:

Exhibit H-10

Analytes in Water Samples from Marlin Well | uanngoate: oz
that Exceed Either a Primary Docket No. 3-2013
or Secondary Drinking-Water Standard ey

Water-Quaiity Action

Gonsral Paramalars T2 FIER2012 TIB2012 Lirnits
Fadiim 2at ECiL A 0.0 | 584 1.4 | 26 +-0.8 F
i?%adéum 228 pChL  1.662 +/- 0.50B|.879 +/- 0.45]12.0 +/- 5.8 [
Major lons
Flucride ] mgith | 4 1 4 [ 2 ¥ 42 }
]Surfata I mall | 670 i 520 | 550 { 250 1
Physical Properties .
{Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) i molt | 1.200 { 250 H 910 1 500 1
Dissolved Metals
firon T ugt 7 1,810 ] 745 i 584 1 S00 i
[Mzngansse | [57) |™48F T Lo | 50 |
Total Metsis
"3 Amenc L 15 ] ik 18
Chrgmium wofl 181 7 118 i
fron ugfl 108, 000 37,500 115,000 300
Lead ug/L 297 7 35 18
iManganese ug/l 1,580 754 2520 50
{Mercury ug/l 3 1 4 2
Hydrocarbons
Senzene Ul _‘: 10 = 18
{GRC ug'l 5,300 12,000 5,000
BRO . 60,000 48,000 17,000

Secondary Standard in Black

The point of this evidence for purposes of Encana’s aquifer exemption request was that when
any one of these factors is present, additional treatment technology is necessary to render the
water fresh and potable. That treatment adds to the technological and economic impracticality of
using the Madison Formation as a source of fresh and potable water.
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4. During our meeting on February 27, WYDEQ asked about Encana’s water
sampling and testing protocol.

It is important to note at the outset that Encana drilled the Marlin 29-21 as a water disposal well,
not a water production well. This imposed some limitations on water testing from the well.

Encana presented three sample sets to the WOGCC at hearing on January 8, 2013. The sample
sets consisted of Madison Formation water samples that were analyzed by Precision Analysis in
Riverton, WY. A sample taken on July 3, 2012, was pulled at 5:00 pm after 75 barrels (bbls) had
been swabbed out of the wellbore (the full tubing volume was 50 bbls). Encana took samples
after 1.5 times the tubing volume had been pulled out of the well to assure formation water was
tested and not water located in the tubing from previous operations. This sample was pulled on
site and put into the appropriate testing bottles provided by Precision Analysis. The bottles were
then stored in a cooler and taken to Precision Analysis for analyzing. When the samples were
dropped off, a full custody transfer document was filled out at that time and signed off by Encana
and Precision Analysis.

While continuing to swab on the wellbore, samples were continuously measured in the field for
Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) via Encana’s field TDS meter. This measuring device showed
variation in the TDS of the fluid and was used as a guide when to pull samples to send into
Precision Analysis. The data from this meter can be seen below along with the times that
samples were pulled for Precision Analysis. As demonstrated below, the field meter is not as
accurate as the testing done in the lab but is a good guide. Early in the life of the swabbing, a
higher TDS event was seen (~5000 mg/L TDS) but did not last long. Encana did not pull a
sample for Precision Analysis during this time as it was unsure if the water was representative of
‘the formation.

As the TDS numbers on the field meter declined and leveled out, a second sample was pulled for
Precision Analysis on 7/5/12 at a total swab volume of 176 bbls. The same process was
performed as on the first sample. The TDS meter continued to show consistent data and third
sample was pulled and sent into Precision Analysis for analyzing on 7/9/12 at a total swab
volume of 338 bbls. Again, following the same process as outlined above. Continuous
monitoring of the TDS was performed throughout the swabbing process; the data remained very
consistent and no other samples were pulled. It was determined that the three samples pulled
were representative of the Madison Formation.
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This testing regime followed standard practices. Encana has attached, as Exhibit D to this
response, a letter, sample collection guide, and signed Quality Systems Manual from Precision
Analysis, the independent laboratory that conducted the water analysis from the Marlin well.
Encana explained the treatment requirements in detail to the WOGCC. Exhibit E-10 summarized
those additional treatment requirements:

Water Troatment Technology
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Ton Exchange, Reverse Osmosis, Power Generation, Engineering and Construction are the
majority of the cost (~90%) depicted above. The “Water Treatment Plant Design™ flowchart is
the same process that will be used for treatment of Fort Union produced water.

5. In the last full paragraph on page 2, the WQD wrote, “it is our
understanding that the applicant will require an exemption of the Madison
formation within a 4.5 mile radius of the wellbore, rather than a 1/4-mile
radius.”

In both of its applications (WOGCC Docket No. 3-2013 and the disposal well/initial aquifer
exemption application in WOGCC Docket No. 438-2011), Encana requested an aquifer
exemption in the Madison Formation within a 1/4-mile radius of the Marlin 29-21 WDW.
Encana presented extensive modeling evidence at the January 8, 2013 hearing, and demonstrated
the radius of influence of the injection program.

Encana demonstrated that the radius of impact is 4.5 miles after 50 years of injection and 50
additional years of shut in. The modeled injection water had a TDS of approximately 6,000 mg/1
and the modeled formation water was approximately 1,000 mg/l. The 4.5 mile radius is defined
as any increase (1 mg/l) to baseline Madison Formation water (1,000 mg/l). The modeled
injection/disposal rates were the maximum possible rates of 4100-4200 ps; which exceed the
rates that Encana anticipates:

' Simulated water injection rate vs. fime
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156,600 +
146,000
140000 «\
2R -
108
110,000 < i ]
ADODOR 5t o Perm=93md
g
3 el Inj; Prossure = 4100 psi
2 st : =
f
L
4

0060 <
86008 4
40,000 4

30,040 |
Perm=43md

10408 - ini. Pressure = 4200 psi
3 . - -
so0t o0t EE] 1 10 e Exhibiz RAMTY
Yaar Hearing Date: 110813

Docket No, 32013

S |








HOLLAND&HART.

March 7, 2013
Page 11

The results showed a maximum increase in final formation water salinity of 5,030 mg/1 is within
Ya mile of the Marlin 29-21 WDW wellbore:

Incremental change in insitu water salinity from
the baseline at 100 years
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Most importantly, the WOGCC considered and addressed the radius issue during its
deliberations at the conclusion of the hearing. Commissioner Williams stated:

... I think that the evidence clearly shows that it is economically
impractical to develop this as a source of potable water whether
you add in a treating plant or not.

And I guess I agree that the testimony suggests that we're
talking about, you know, a Madison aquifer that is relatively
continuous across the entire basin. But I don't think that we can
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take that fact and say that, well, because there's a drinking water
well 30 miles away that's shallow that we can't approve an aquifer
exemption for this well. Because in that same -- in that same broad
geologic definition of the Wind River Basin, you've also got oil
fields and gas fields producing from this.

And so I really do think we need to isolate our thinking
in that to some small area in the vicinity of the well, whether
that's a quarter of a mile or whether that's the 4 1/2 miles that
the model indicated there would be contamination, I think the
conclusion is the same probably regardless of what it is.

WOGCC Hearing Transcript at 140-141 (emphasis added). We anticipate that the Commission’s
written order granting Encana’s application will grant the exemption for the proper 4 1/2-mile
exemption radius.

6. At the bottom of page 2 and top of page 3 of its letter, the WQD questioned
the potential for induced seismicity resulting from the proposed disposal
operations.

We have analyzed this issue and, in particular, the pore pressure question that we discussed on
February 27, 2013.

At the hearing on January 8, Encana presented — and the WOGCC considered — reservoir
pressure impacts shown through Encana’s modeling work. That evidence shows that the pressure
increase to areas near faults is extremely minor:
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Percent change in reservoir pressure after 100
years
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In addition to the evidence presented at the hearing, Encana notes that the WOGCC rules require
a step rate test within 3 months of first disposal. The WOGCC will take this step rate data and
authorize a maximum surface injection pressure. The WOGCC’s rules do not normally allow the
approval of a maximum surface injection pressure above the fracture gradient (breakdown

_pressure). This will resolve any seismicity concerns, particularly given the fact that the Marlin
29-2T WDW is located more than 5 miles from the nearest minor fault to the west and more than
10 miles from a major fault to the east.

The Madison formation is confined within the overlying Amsden formation and the underlying
Gros Ventre formation. The Amsden and Gros Ventre formations in the Marlin 29-21 wellbore
are shale-dominated confining stratigraphic sequences as shown in the Exhibit L-9 below in the
gamma ray signature (1* track). The Tensleep formation in the Marlin 29-21 WDW is an
approved disposal zone with injection capacity of approximately 2,500 Bbls/d. This injection rate
was determined after conducting a step rate test in the formation (for details refer to Encana’s
responses to EPA’s question #9). A temperature log was run before and after the Tensleep
formation step rate test to assess injection isolation. The temperature log shows that the Tensleep
formation is confined by the overlying Phosphoria formation and the underlying Amsden
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formation, the same Amsden formation that overlies the Madison formation in the Marlin 29-21
WDW wellbore. The temperature log is presented below.

Wind River Base Water Managementg;
Water Disposal a2 7w
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7. In the first full paragraph on page 3 of the letter, the WQD cited Moneta
Divide project estimates and concluded: “Neither the evidence nor the
modeling provided to date project the cumulative effect that will result from
injection into the Madison formation.”

We do not believe that projected project estimates, which are still under review, would have been
an appropriate measure for the aquifer exemption analysis conducted by the WOGCC.

Even if future project proposals are analyzed, we believe that the figures cited by the WQD in its
letter are grossly overstated. The WQD provided disposal ranges between 4,100,000 and
8,200,000 barrels per day of injection. Those figures assume that the maximum number of
potential wells is brought on line at one time, which in Encana’s view is not only speculative, but
unrealistic.

Encana recognizes that any changes to the injection rates and volumes authorized by the
WOGCC following its February 2012 disposal well permit hearing would require Encana to
make a filing with the WOGCC seeking approval for those changes.

8. Finally, in the second full paragraph on page 3, the WQD quoted from the
WWDC’s Wind/Big Horn Basin 2010 Groundwater Report and concluded:
“Clearly, future potential use of the Madison aquifer in the area of
development is within the realm of possibility.”

To the limited extent that the WWDC’s report is instructive to the aquifer exemption issue
considered by the WOGCC, we believe that the WQD’s quotations from the WWDC’s report are
not complete and do not accurately reflect WWDC’s conclusions. A complete copy of Chapter 9
of WWDC’s Report is available at: http://waterplan.state.wy.us/plan/bighorn/2010/finalrept/gw-
ch09.html (last visited Feb. 26, 2013).

At the beginning of the Report, WWDC recognized that the Report included general assumptions
and cautioned against applying the Report to specific development prospects:

The various methods commonly used by hydrogeologists and
groundwater engineers to define specific groundwater development
prospects were scaled-up, and very general assumption were
utilized, to characterize a hypothetical basin-wide resource
(Section 6.2). The lack of the data that would be required to
provide a comprehensive basin-wide evaluation of any single
aquifer or area limits the level of details that can be applied to
specific development prospects. In most cases hydrogeologic and
hydrogeochemical data available for areas that have not already
been developed are sparse. While this study provides a summary of
available information and general guidance on the groundwater
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resource potential of the WBRB, new development of groundwater
in sufficient and sustainable quantities and quality to meet supply
requirements will require some degree of site-specific
hydrogeologic investigation and analyses.

Report at § 1.6 Basis of this groundwater assessment (page 1-10) (emphasis added). We believe
that WQD did not recognize this limitation in its letter. Most significantly, the WQD did not
acknowledge the WWDC’s recognition and ultimate conclusion:

The Paleozoic aquifers, primarily the Madison-Bighorn aquifer in
the Bighorn Basin (the Madison aquifer in the Wind River Basin),
probably have the best potential for developing high-yield wells,
depending on site-specific hydrogeologic conditions. Yields up to
14,000 gpm under flowing artesian conditions have been measured
from the Madison—Bighorn along the west side of the Bighorn
Basin. Because Paleozoic aquifers are confined in most places,
lowered hydraulic head associated with large withdrawals,
great drilling depth, and poor water quality may constrain
development in some areas.

Report at § 9.1.2 (page 9-221) (emphasis added).

Encana presented evidence to the WOGCC that say the low and high permeability modeling
scenario over a 50-year period of injection showed a modeled change to the Wind River Basin
Madison fluid in place (OWIP) of 0.07-0.13%. See Encana’s Exhibit RM12 (WOGCC Hearing;
January 8§, 2013).

At the conclusion of the WOGCC hearing on January 8, Chairman Lance addressed the site-
specific conditions in the area of the Marlin 29-21 WDW and concluded:

And I guess by granting this exemption, we're going to be
functionally touching a fractional interest of a very small portion of
the overall water available in the Madison elsewhere even in the
general vicinity. I mean, we're not talking about much if anything
in terms of the grand scheme of our ability even if we do go
forward and want to drill two wells at $9 million, and then adding
in the completion and pumps costs at an extra $500,000. We can
20 4 miles away and hit the mother lode again and treat it and do
whatever we want to do there.

WOGCC Hearing Transcript at 147. We believe this is precisely the analysis that is directed by
the applicable WOGCC rule.
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Please contact us if you have any questions. Based on these responses and our conversation on

February 27, we respectfully request that the WYDEQ withdraw the WQD’s stated objection to
the WOGCC’s January 8, 2013 decision in Docket No. 3-2013, prior to the WOGCC’s hearing

on March 12, 2013. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Al M=

Walter F. Eggers, 111
of Holland & Hart LLP
Attorneys for Encana Oil & Gas (USA) Inc.

enc.

(v ek Via E-mail
Mr. James P. O'Connor, P.G., WQD (james.oconnor@wyo.gov)
Ms. Deb Harris, P.G., GPC West District Supervisor
(Deborah.Harris@wyo.gov)
Ms. Linda Bowling, US EPA (Bowling.Linda@epamail.epa.gov)
Ms. Lucita Chin, US EPA (Chin.Lucita@epamail.epa.gov)
Mr. Jerimiah Rieman, Governor's Office (jerimiah.rieman@wyo.gov)
Mr. Harry LaBonde, Director, WWDC (harry.labonde@wyo.gov)
Mr. Pat Tyrrell, State Engineer (patrick.tyrrell@wyo.gov)
Mr. John Wagner, WYDEQ (John. Wagner@wyo.gov)
Mr. Kevin Frederick, WYDEQ (Kevin.Frederick@wyo.gov)
Mr. Bill Dirienzo, WYDEQ (Bill.Dirienzo@wyo.gov)
Ms. Janie Nelson, WOGCC (janie.nelson@wyo.gov)
Mr. Eric Easton, WOGCC (eric.easton@wyo.gov)
Encana
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